
1x1. IF A C.43' $S  .WiX' TEDt CH.kYGES TO JTS STRUCTLRE .a h%#ZSS.4-IPY 

.41kel urges X!K Commission noi todopi  any formof E T C  W a g  cap. .by.cap on 

funding p u z h  should apply io all ETCs. including ILECs - mi just to CETCsPh However: if a 

CETC-only M i n g  cap is xkpzd.  it should be implemented in a m e r & a i m M i m z e s & e  

h m f u l  inpaci upon rural consumers and the CETCs that serve them. and s h d d  limit 

inierferenoe with c.mvtirion i o  the exten1 possibie. The Coihwing ivspon& cospaific 

questior.s raised io the RD (77 S-13)  and the ?;pRM 77 5)  regardmg the o p e r d  .nd 

tmplemema<im 3 f  the propod cap 

A. End-d-l'eslr KLo7 Support Le\~ds Should be the Baseeline?R&r Than 
RoYiw Back CETC Funding i o  Calendar Year 2006 Levels 

The has? .psnod fur an!' csp shou1.d be the en3 of calender year - the a\er2ge of 

calendar year as proposed IO the RD (7 13). I f  the true objectiye were 40 pro\* s m  
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limitation on h t e  CETC htwii i~g ponu-th:&s;l S n d 4 - y a r  2005 levels cnutdbe a hgroal base 

peiiodCoracaponCETCsuppon. 8 y c o n t r 9 s t , u s e o f a n ~ i ~ i e r ~ p e r i o d u ~ n o t o n l y  

l h j l  h x e  fund grouTh- it would alsocavsedmmatic and imme&ace fundm2 d ~ & i O m * o  

existing CETCs. with IX) jwtastif~atnxl. 

The RD concedes that use of a 2006 &ss year "results in a hwer cap in m i  

jurisdictions than the level of suppon that isbeing diwibU(ed in 2007." 

aterage levels during &e four quafiers of 2006 as the 

kwls in fixwe time perm& based 'w data that may haw b e e n  

and u d d  immediately reduce CETCs' suppol? by a s&ta!mal mmunt. such aPdMx& of 

supp~L. immediately reducing ibe funding upon which capital investment decisions w e e d .  

could make i t  difriculi or impossible for CETCs (0 deliver WI tbeu implemt specific b u i M - 0 ~ 1  

c m i r m e n x s  they may already haye made (o the FCC and m.saimnusskms ~ J H L T ~ ~ I I O  

15 U.S.C. $$ 202.207. a d  comparabk pio\<sions of state law). Such an extreme redu;*iOo in 

suppon a!so could came rake shock for con'sumws in high-cost ac-eas: FO tbe extent CETCs wed 

I O  adjusi for the reduction in ruppw by increasing &eir rates in mr2l a r a .  In s q  a roliback of 

suppon to 20@6 levels would consticute an improper and unlawful renoactive ruhakmg 

.4 Hard Sunset Dace Should .ippl\- To E m w e  That Any Cap is Truly 
"Interim" 

fact. a e o f & e  

year umld m d t  in wiag  s y p ~  

as early es oerober 2W5, 

B. 

The RD propuses chat the CETC funding cap remain in effect for 12 months a k r  'rhe 

date of any .loin1 Board recommended decision on comprehensive 2nd fundamewal universal 

service reform.'. and expresxs a commitrrenl\o isruing wch  a decision within 6 months. 7,8 

Kather than accepting this proposal. the Commission should adopt a "hard" sunset &e - e g . ,  tbe 

end of the second calendar quaner following the effective &le of rk Order - and -Id spscih 



ripat CE7C suppon u-dl men to &e &vets specified in&epe-existiag &s if m hrnber Hion 

i s  ~ a k e n  by {ha! &+e. 

First. &e hattion propnsed in the RD is 100 brig. in the rapidly &ari.@ng 

tdecommunications markeplaoe. 18 months in emme rS kmver.  Such a w h y  funding 

rescriaim.even iflaer rectifd! u ~ u l d  give IL€Css.snen&us competirive ad\: o\w 

wireless CETCs .during 2007 .and 2008. which WOUM be difficult or impossibk to remedy leper. 

if  the C.oMssion is  s z i o u s  here &out adoptiqg a rule that i s  only "interim:" "CeREporary," or on 

an "emergency" basis. i i  shwM similarly d e  ?be duration shon (e.p. 6-9 months) and tk 

expiration date aw~matic.'~? 

Esrablishin_e a "ha& sunsei daw also wi41 k i p  addwss the mncems addresd by many 

parties thal an intenrn funding cap "will be inre-d by m y  es mo~eme~l  enough (0 justify 

puttins tbe laver universal sen-ice d o r m  imperatiwon ehebrrck brnr..& For similar reao~is .  

other Joint Board members ako expessed concern a i x ~ ~ i  cbe paysibilin. thai the w s e d  

CETC hnd cap could er;:end lor  a ionper cVne penodd? Limit@ any C€TCc-on(y fwdingcapco 

the shonesl possible period of c i n e  would ensure &ai the 3uini Board and &e Commission 

remain fowsed on the larger and more mponani ask: IO a d k s s  "&e Fudammal. 



COh'CLUSION 

Fur the reasons set fwrh above and in .4lkl's past filings in clwse dockets: Afkl wges 

r k  Commission io  reject Ihe %commended Decision: and instead to pmmd w i t b o o c l s ~ i o n  

afsustainabk Iongiem solutions that nit1 be ownpetItively xutaal and Qsomoie&e interestsof 

consmeis in ml.4menca. 
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Gc: Chairman Kevin J Maitin 
C m m i s m r  Michael J Capps 
Cormnissmr Ltsa Po!& Edga 
Gcmintssioner Larry S. Laandis 
counmtsslowr John D surke 
Billy Jack G q g  





Sincerely. 

James iV Rion 

SC State €9- 1. I Project h4anagei 



May5,200i 

weshingon, D.C. 
U d e d  SwesSenate 
716SenateHanUl6c.e Building 
Washington, DC 205 10 
Phone: 202-224-5274 
Fax: 202-228-2383 

Re: wkekn inCu(fCwnty 

Oeer Senawr N&m: 

The original purpose of the Universal Senrice Fund is ao offset&ecast orbuilding 
colrmunications networks in high cost, low- Inco~le rural areas. lirecOans are made to 
the U S ,  ii s h M  not b e  madea~ d!exipemeofci;izess living in less p ! a t e d  aces. 

h t  week’s recommendaction <o the FCC, by ithe Federal State 
W i g  for wirekss w 2006 lev& will be a major stepback for Gulf County. W e  &e&y 
conteud wiib l h i 4 d o r  na cell senicebemeen Highway 386 and t h e w  lineor 
bzsically the mtiremiddle oiour county. 

1 am Ihe 91 1 coordinator ,forGulfCounry %s i s  a public safety issue fer callers r p e i e  
idical services who .ca¶’t gel a ~ 4 p a l 1 0  call foi k i p .  I? is s!so problematic Coorow 
rssponde:~ who somstimes can no1 c o m i c a e  while oumn a call. 

Sixe-ely, 

b d e n  USF to c.q 

CC: L k a  Pol& Edgru: Florida Public Sexice Cowmission 



Fsderal C o o u n M o ~ ~  Commission 
445 12" saeel sw 
WeStIjllgtm D. c. 200554 

Dear Chairman and Cormtbissioners: 



I 



To: Kevin 1. M.anin, ChaiPntao 
Michael J Copps, Commissioner 
J~nathan  S Adelsein, Commissioner 
l?dmrah Taylor Tae, Commjssioner 
R h  M McDoweil: Commissioner 

Dear Cliainnan and Commissioners 



. 

Sincerely. 



SiarJey E. Reed 
President 
Junc 5 , 2 W  







June 5 .  m 



June 5, m7 





ReysentatiLz Harold 1 BtubAer 
i s '  D:smct 

HJB 'Ihc 

CC L'S 'Senawri md Congressmen from NoKh Carolina 



Ma!; 22: 2007 

Federal C.ommu~icrttions Conmission 
445 12" %Feel s w  
WashingmnO. C. 20554 

To: Kevin 1. Mar& Chairman 
hclichael .I Copps. Cwnrnissiowr 
!ona&an S Adelstein. C d i o n e r  
Deborab Taylor Tae.  Cdssioner 
Rokn M McDow4l. Commissioner 

Dear MisierChaKman and C d a i w e z s :  

1 undersad that &.e FCC I s  consideiiag p l a c e  a cap w the use of &he Uni\;enal 
Sewice Fund CSF) for wireless s e n i ~ ~ .  1 itm cootacting you to express my oppsition to 
this proposal that 1 consider unCair and a r b i w .  While such ~n .approach may pl.o\.de a 
quick-fix leading to the rapid elimination of fund p a t h .  it a m l d  also SRUJt a%mbie 
dissenice to rural consumers Rural consumers want and need expaoded and impwed 
%reless senices in rural weas for public safen. e c m m i c  development. and b' ' IneSS 
and personal needs that are equally as imponant i o  tbern as they are 40 utban ccm-. 
This is one of %be rnah benefin &a1 rural c o n s m r s  =eke from &e wiversal service 
h d .  just as Cw._mess envisiotned when i t  initially established the W. A a ~ k s s - o n l y  
cap appears 10 be dearly anti-competiti\-e became i t  singles wt wirekss reohnology only. 
Today. comumers H e  choosing u.irP(esr more and more owr landlines. 1 believe that me 
should be rewarding competition. no1 punishins i t .  Uhai's more. w a l  .hr icans &sene 
the same access 10 telecom senices tha! are available in the rest of the .countn. 34y 
understanding is tha! that (I. the purpose ofthe USF? 

In my state of Sot& Carolina. consumers in rural parts are no longer coR!eili 10 
only &\-e access IO rradkiooal wireline relephone senice. Consumers .are clearly 
demanding access io h e  beneF14s of rnobilin that only \\.ireless sewice provides. This 
mobilin results in extremely imponant public safe?: benefits in m a l  areas. .4s rural 
co~.s.umen travel hnm home io u.or!i or school. wireless =nice provides a \-e? valuzbie 



safety cool. Mltthouc the oonmued. and p a t t y  waded for the expamion and 
w a d i n g  of the rural uiieks wwxks, owwinen will not m i v e  rhese beretiis wbwe 
tbey presently do imt already exist. Univecsal senice suppon is essential if -1 
consums we to be provided service .and raies Cornpwable to those available in urban 
axas. 

I haw uitnessed firsthand rhe bene% provided by expanded wiidess mites in 
m a l  South Carolina. and 1 do not want to s e  h s e  benefits diminished by USF reform. 
Much of the expanded availabiln\. of wire& .service in rural arses wadd not haw 
occumd withoui the USF suppon provided co wireless ETCs who oould mi have 
economically exemled their newwks without such suppwr. 

Phase consider what limitins the p o ~ h  of n-kekss  .access will m~aa for lural 
.%mica: wireless t e c h d o e  plays dn ever-iweas&g mle in .economic growth and i s  a 
critical inwinen! in emergency siaations. Howe\ier, if &e reoomnranded cap is 
implementedd: many communities may never realize these &&a. k a country that 
prides itself on quati?; it m s  hypocritical to cesh(ct oertain irugidbats’ .aces to an 
essential tool simply because of t k i r  geograpluc location: .especially when tbey have 
connibuted for yean to the LSF. elong with everyone eke. 

I respecriklly iequest that you carefully consider these facts a )w %l; to return 
tbe existing fund. I ask you to seek .competitively neutral poposais to slow fmd mu&. 
ensure xcountabilin for hou. these funds ase used a d  prwnae &he continued expansion 
ami improvemen! .of these much needed senices in wal as-. You could possibly do so 
by targeting furrds 10 high cos! are25 rather than by wgeting ref- to widess 
providers 1 urge you to vote against the proposed cap on uni\:emal service suppon for 
wireless sewice 

Sincerely. 

8111 Sdifer  
Member. SC Hwse of Represenu?wes 
Chairman. Public Util i tm Sub-COmicte 

CC Souuth Carolina L‘S Senams and Congressmen 



Madene H Donch. k e a q  
F d r a l  Corniwnxatpons Commission 
Ofice of the Seemaw 
445 12th Smet. SM) 
Washingon. DC 20554 

{Transmirred bj emoil] 

RE WC Docket No 05-337 

Dear %earl\. Dortch, 

1 am wiring you on behalf 0-f the board m e i n k s  of the . k m a  TekommUnjcatiOns and 
lnfmation Council (.4TIC). 

We. the ATIC Board. concur with &e recommendation Fiom The Honorabk Senator John 
McCain from .&zona and his colleagues thai an o w l 1  CAP weds io be placed on &e 
Universal Senice Fund (XSF). Such an overall C.2p  an plo\:& necessary time 40 M y  and 
revamp USF allocations for modem realities. We h b e r  urge the Joint Board and tbe 
Commission effons to revamp the USF 10 indude bmdband inh-zsrcrure dewlopent .  
Additionally. i o  ensure a level playing field. we a m  with Senator h4cCain &ai "We do mi 
suppon any plan chat would cap only one select ymup of pro\iders bui not others, a w e b e h e  
such a fix would unfairly skew the markeqAace." 

The ATlC Board strongly (eels chat extendkg &e CAP down to each 'Swe; k e d  w pzsl state- 
he1 allocations. would provide an unfair ad\-antage 40 those swes t h i  have zcquid 4arge sums 
from the CSF in the pas  and would also place d u e  restraint on staieschat have d population 
gowing at a higher raw with a greasr,need for LSF funds. 

U'e hher.suggest that. ,if i t  is d e c m i e d  that a sta?e-kvel C.zP must be asSj@: ea& swe 
C . 0  .sbodd strongly Cacqor the relative on-going pu- th  rate of hi W. As such, an owmll 
C.%P could be pro-raied to each %&e based on the s a w ' s  relative ,bse-pqulariOn and go\\lth 
raie (per Census data. espscially in rural areas). U'e believe .such an appro& more faid? focuses 
to ths telecommunications ns& of unsened and undemn'ed communities. 

Sincerely 

Michael C. Keeling 
Choirman q f r n ~  Board 
.Irizona Tekcommunicarions and Infivnation Council 



I3ear Mr. Martin: 

Those of us who live in ml weas need and deserve reliable 4 1  phone service. But 
most impol;tantly, we pay ttre same price for mr oell service as midents ofuwropoiitan 
areas. i~ addition, we are &qed &e same surcharge on ~ u r  oell b& - a wcharge for 
the specific purpose of improving ser\:ice in nvzl areas. It is my understanding that, 
without &e federal subsidies: ujdating cell senrice in m a l  areas would be cost- 
prohibitiw . 

First md Coremost; it is only fair &at &e people in mal ~ES get what we pay for. BEft 
that fact aside, people in rural amas need reliable cell phone service as much - if,not 
MORE t!m - city resjdents. C'hy? Because if someone m a city bzs car 
energency: he or she is almost always withia walking distance of atekphoae. In .mal 
areas, we could walk for d e s  w&wt ever reaching assistmce. 

or hp dn 




